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discriminatory conduct. 
          The Court’s discussion of plaintiffs’ religious liberty concerns is 
even more untenable. Plaintiffs argued that if a government official or 
deliberative body has the discretionary authority to make decisions that 
will seriously impact the needs and interests of individuals or small 
groups of citizens, it is intrinsically coercive for those officials to ask 
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they submit their arguments or petitions to government decision-
makers. In order to reject these claims, Justice Kennedy describes an 
understanding of social reality that is difficult to believe and impossible 
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